PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: M chel | e Sei denberg
DOCKET NO.: 03-23804.001-C 1
PARCEL NO.: 14-29-104-022

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board
(hereinafter PTAB) are Mchelle Seidenberg, the appellant, by
attorney Brian S. Maher with the law firm of Wis, DuBrock &
Doody in Chicago and the Cook County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of a 105-year old, two-story,

masonry, comercial building with an apartnment attached. Thi s
i nprovenent contains 3,000 square feet of retail space and 750
square feet of apartnent living area located in on the second

floor. The property is classified as 5-92, two or three story
buil ding containing part or all retail and/or comrercial space.
The appell ant argued, via counsel, that the subject property was
improperly classified and because of this, there was unequal
treatnent in the assessnent process for the inprovenent.

In support of this argunent, the appellant submitted a brief from
the appellant's attorney arguing the subject should be classified
as a class 2 "nmom and pop" m xed use property and an affidavit
fromthe subject's building manager stating the subject's second

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnment of the
property as established by the Cook County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 7,415
| MPR @ $17, 303
TOTAL: $24,718

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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fl oor was occupied as a residence during 2003. Based upon this
evi dence, the appellant requested a classification change and a
reduction in the subject's inprovenent assessnent.

At hearing, the appellant's attorney, Brian Mher, argued that
the subject property changed use of the second floor fromoffice
use to residential use. M. Mher did not know the date this
change occurred, by noted that the affidavit indicates the second
fl oor was used as residential during the 2003 assessnent year.

The board of review submtted "Board of Review Notes on Appeal "
wherein the subject's inprovenent assessnent was $92,721. The
board also submtted raw sale information for a total of four
properties suggested as conparable to the subject. These
conparables are all |ocated wthin the subject's market and are
inproved with two or three-story, nmasonry, storefront retail and
retail and residential buildings. These buildings ranged in age
from91l to 136 years and in size from 3,000 to 3,600 square feet
of gross or rentable area. The conparables sold from June 2002 to
July 2003 for prices ranging from $410,000 to $524,000 or from
$136. 27 to $147.14 per square foot of gross or rentable area. The
board of review did not submt any assessnent information. As a
result of its analysis, the board requested confirmation of the
subj ect's assessnent.

At hearing, the board of review s representative, Ray Schofield,
rested on the evidence submtted. In response to questions, M.
Schofield testified that if a property neets the criteria for a
m xed use property and it is determned that an apartnent is on
the second floor, the board of review wll change the
cl assification. In addition, M. Schofield stated the suggested
conpar abl es submtted by the board of review are for market val ue
anal ysi s purposes only. He testified that he does not have any
personal know edge as to how these properties are classified and
that some may be classified as a class 2 mixed use property if
there is a residence.

After considering the evidence and reviewing the record, the

Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

Appel l ants who object to an assessnment on the basis of |ack of
uniformty bear the burden of proving the disparity of assessnent

val uations by clear and convincing evidence. Kankakee County
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 IIl. 2d 1, 544
N.E.2d 762 (1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a consistent
pattern  of assessnent inequities wthin the assessnent
jurisdiction. Proof of assessnent inequity should include
assessnent data and docunentation establishing the physical,
| ocational, and jurisdictional simlarities of the suggested
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conparables to the subject property. Property Tax Appeal Board
Rul e 1910.65(b). Mathematical equality in the assessnent process
is not required. A practical uniformty, rather than an absolute
one is the test. Apex Mditor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 Ill. 2d 395,
169 N E. 2d 769 (1960). Having considered the evidence presented,
the PTAB concludes that the appellant has net this burden and
that a reduction is warranted.

The PTAB finds that the evidence shows that the subject property
should be classified as 2-11, Apar t nent or m xed use
commercial/residential building two to six units, 20,000 square
feet or less, over 62 years of age. The PTAB finds the
appel l ant' s evi dence persuasive that an apartnment existed on the
second fl oor of the subject property during 2003. |In addition to
this evidence, the board of reviews representative testified
that if a property nmet the criteria for a class 2 property, the
board would change the classification. The PTAB finds the
subj ect property neets this criterion. Based on the current
assessed value, the board of review established a market value
for the subject property of $244,003. Using this value, the 2003
nedi an | evel of assessnment for Cook County Cass 2 property of
10.13% will apply. In applying this level of assessnent to the
subj ect, the total assessed value for the subject for the 2003
assessnment year is $24, 718.

As a result of this analysis, the PTAB further finds that the
appel | ant has adequately denonstrate that the subject's dwelling
was inequitably assessed by clear and convincing evidence and
that a reduction is warranted.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the Crcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: April 25, 2008

@;ﬁmﬂa@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessnment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MIST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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